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Dear J\ls. Dortch:

On behalf of Alpine PCS, Inc. CAlpinc") ami RFB Ccllular, Inc. ("RFB"), I am
submiltillg this sixth quartcrly report on the implement"tion of TTY access to digital wireless
systcms.

Alpine and RF13 recently filed a joint request for a limitcd waivcr from the dcadline to
comply with the Commission's TrY requirements, I As explain~-d in thut request. Alpine
(which operutes 111 the Califomla, Michigan and Hyannis, Massachusctts markets) and RFB
(which opcralcs in the Michigan markets) are each confronting uniquc problems thal precludc
compliance WIth thcsc requircmcnts at Ihis time,

In rcganJs to the Cahfornia markets. Alpine has an ongoing commercial dispute with
Luccnt Tcchnologies, its equipment vendor for Alpine's California systcms. Initially, Alpme
selected Luccnt primarily onlhe basis of an agretmcnt thaI Luecnt would financc portions of
Alpine's equipment purchascs. However, Lucent renegtd on Its financing agreement, and Ihe
p"rtics havc ht-en unahlc to resolvc the cnsuing bU51ness and financial disagrecments. As a result
ofthtse dis;'greemcnts, Lucent has becn unwilling 10 provide hardware or software to Alpinc,
including the upgrades rtqutred for tra"smissiol\ of calls madc from TrY devices_

, See Alpmc res .,Id RFU Cellular Reque't tor L'mitrd W.i,'CT of the Cumrnt<'ion Requirement' UDder 47 C.F.R,
§ 20. l8{c), CC Doe.e' No. 94·)02. f,led on June 26, 2002.
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In the imerest of resolving Ihis mailer Alpine and Lucent have been in discu5sions for
more than a ycar. Thc most rccem meeting with Lueem took place on May 22. 2002. but did not
result \II any resolution. At this meeting, Lueem again refused to provide Alpine with the
hardware alld soflware upgrades it needed to comply with the Commission's June 30. 2002
deadhne. Because Alpine depends upon Lucent to assist in implementing needed upgrades
Alpl11e has requested from the Commission a one-year waiver of the deadline so that the parties
can continue to work to resolve the disputc and ,mplcrncnt thc upgrade.

In the Michigan and Hyannis markcts, Alpine and Rl'D share a switch, manufactured hy
Motorola, Although Alpine and RfB had reported in prcvious quarterly reports that they
probably would be able to mect the JUlie 30, 2002 deadline, both Alpine and RFB recently
concluded that financial difficulties would preclude their compliance with the deadline. Despite
these financial difficultie5 Alpine and RFB have continued to diligemly prepare their Michigan
and Hyannis networks to be able 10 meet the CALEA. E911. TTY and number
pooling/portability mandates. In the past six months, they have installed Motorola's IS-41
capability (at a cost exceeding $ 1.6 million) to support these mandates. HowcvCT, they still will
need additional hardware and soflware at an estimated cost of more than $4 million in order to
cumply with the Commission's numerous technical requiremel1\s.

As explamed more rully in the recent waiver request, Alpine and RFB have bcen
adversely affected by the r~"Cent economic dowl1\um and resulting collapse of financial markets.
They have also experienced a drastic decline 111 roaming revenues, Due to this financial
situation. and Ihe high cost ohhe equipment required to meet the Commission's mandates.
Alpine and RF13 explained to the Commission that they do not have suffiClcntlinancial resources
to acqUlre the additional upgrades necessary to meet the recent June 30, 2002 deadline.

Due 10 thesc circumstanecs, Alpine and RFB have requested a one-year waiver of the
deadline to comply with the TTY requirements, Alpine and RFB bclievc that a olle-year waiver
from the June 30. 2002 deadlme will allow both entitles to eominue to purchase upgrades as they
arc ahle, As explained in the waiver requcst. Alpine and RFIl remain committed to providing
TTY capabilities to the public and intend to continue to usc their best efforts to cumc into
comphance with the TTY requirements as expeditiously as possible.

Please comactthe undcrsigned ir you require any additional inronnation,

Sine ely,

J es f, Ireland

cc; Arthur L. Prest

By Hand Delivcry:
Qualcx lmematiollal- Portals 11- Room CY-1l402
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Kris Monteith, Chief, Policy Division, Wireless Telecommunications - Room SC-739
Chief, Disabilities Rights Office, Consumer lnfommtion Bureau

By E-Mail:
mhttell@fcc.gov
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